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Texan Independence: One event has exceeded. in importance even the fall of EDC. — in:the opinion 


of the veteran observers of the political scene. We refer to the re-election of Governor Allen Shivers of 
Texas, last Saturday. 


Shivers is a conservative and his victory over a “liberal” (by a decisive majority) modifies the 
developing view that the South is turning against conservatism. The Texas Governor not only stands for 
states rights; he has a vigorous record for resisting the excesses of organized labor. He is also a strong 
anti-Communist and friend of Sen. McCarthy. In 1952, he deserted the national Democratic candidate 
and supported Eisenhower. 


It was on this last action of Shivers that “liberal” opponents concentrated their fire — Shivers’ party 
irregularity. The outcome suggests that a majority of Texans favor “independence” from partisan con- 
siderations. Since Shivers differs with Eisenhower on many issues, the interpretation — prevalent in the 
Northern press — of the election result as an “Eisenhower victory” seems rather exaggerated. 


Shivers’ victory (together with that of conservative Sen. Eastland in Mississippi a week ago) goes 
far to undermine the thesis that the South is “going liberal.” Therefore, those who look hopefully forward 
to a realignment of parties find the event in Texas highly significant. Since Texas serves as a sort of link 
between North and South, the Governor looms as a potentially important figure for 1956. 


This picture takes on more significance in connection with the many doubts that the Republicans can 
maintain control of Congress as a result of the coming elections. In the past 24 hours, from the back 
rooms of the GOP National Committee meeting in Cincinnati, comes word of one secret estimate that runs 
as follows: “If the election were held today, the Republicans would lose control of both Houses.” This 
week the Gallup Poll indicates that the Democrats are gaining in the race for House seats. Gallup 
correctly points out, that while the Democrats have need only to take 104 of these contests to organize that 
body, the Republicans must win 212 seats outside of the South, or more than two out of three, to emerge 
victorious. This sobering figure may explain the privately expressed qualms of House GOP leaders. 


Speaker Martin is said to have left Washington on adjournment without his usual boisterous confi- 
dence. Congressman Simpson, Chairman of the GOP Congressional Committee, yesterday claimed only 
a 20 seat gain for his party; observers consider this a comparatively modest boast from an official 
boaster. The GOP at present enjoys only a 4 seat margin in the House. Skeptical observers dwell on the 
fact that the Republicans now hold 4 Southern seats which they unexpectedly won in the 1952 campaign 
—3 in Virginia and 1 in North Carolina. These are normally Democratic and reports from these 
districts suggests a return to the Democratic fold. 


More and more it appears that realignment would offer the most practical solution of the overriding 
political problem of the country — the consolidation of liberals and conservatives in respective parties. 
And Governor Shivers, say Capital observers, assumes a decisive position in what is deemed the inevi- 
table fight to create a real two-party system. 


Hoover Appointment: How Herbert Hoover, Jr. came to be Undersecretary of State is an interesting 
story, as relayed to us from the highest sources. (HUMAN EVENTS on November 26, 1953 was the first 
publication to “break” the news that the son of the former President was being seriously considered for 
the job.) 
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_ As a matter of fact, young Hoover was invited exactly four times by Secretary Dulles to 
take this important position. On the first three occasions, Hoover politely but firmly declined — partly 
for personal reasons, partly because he did not agree with the State Department’ s free trade policy. After 


three turndowns, top level officials in the Department felt that if they asked him again, they could count 
on another and final refusal. 


This calculation — we learn — was part and parcel of a plan within the Department to promote 
Harold Stassen (now head of the Foreign Operations “giveaway” Agency) to the job. The idea was all 
the more welcome to Stassen — it is. said — because that ambitious gentleman believed the job of Under- 
secretary would be a step up the ladder to the position of Secretary, succeeding Dulles. So, the fourth 


invitation to young Hoover was extended, more as a courtesy and routine matter than with any anticipa- 
tion of an acceptance. 


At this stage, the situation as outlined above, was brought to the attention of one of the most important 
personalities in the Republican party, a member of the conservative wing. No admirer of Stassen, this 
individual felt it most urgent that Herbert Hoover, Jr. should take the position. Hence, he pleaded this 


case with the one person in the Hoover family who could persuade Hoover, Jr. to accept. The plan was 


successful and consequently a number of higher-ups in the State Department were literally stunned when 
they received the acceptance of Herbert Hoover, Jr. 


Point IV: There are actually two Point IV programs in existence — programs to develop backward 
countries. One is the program of our government on which we have already lavished many millions. The 
other is a UN program to which we contribute substantially. The Point IV idea — it should be pointed 
out — originally came: from a Communist source. One can find the whole idea in a book published by 
an American Communist leader in 1939 — a scheme to make free use of American capital to promote 
Communism around the globe. 


Now, Capitol Hill is talking bitterly of a UN trap into which we have walked. In the last session 
of Congyess, the House Appropriations Committee struck out $18,000,000 requested by the Adminis- 
tration as the U.S. contribution to the Point IV plans of the UN. It did this because it believed that 
Communist technicians were being sent abroad by the UN under its program. Part of this appropria- 
tion was restored by the Senate when it was announced that the persons in question were primarily 
exiles from Eastern Europe — presumably Communists not loyal to Moscow. That the Senate should 
permit any Communist whether of the Kremlin brand or the Trotsky type to visit backward coun- 
tries in official capacity on U.S. money is disturbing enough. But it is now clear that our contribution 
to the UN Point IV program for this year may be used in part to let Moscow Communists do 
the infiltrating. 


On August 29th, observers at UN headquarters noted that UN only sends out technicians requested by 
certain undeveloped countries. Further, these observers considered it quite likely that the Soviet govern- 
ment would be able to persuade particular countries such as India or Indonesia and others to put 
in special requests for UN technicians who are citizens of the Soviet Union. 


France Still Gets Dollars: One act of the last Congress aroused popular hope that our national legis- 
lators, weary of the malingering tactics of our European Allies, had reached the end of their patience and 
had wisely decided to get tough. In voting the foreign aid bill Congress inserted a provision barring more 
military aid to countries that failed to ratify EDC. For a time it looked as if we were going to abandon our 
ruinous policy of giveall and ask for nothing in return. 


Popular hopes, however, were short-lived. The joker in the provision was that the cutoff date for 
more military aid was set at July 1, 1953. Congress must have known that the Executive branch had 




















more than’ $10 billions of unexpended foreign aid voted by previous Congresses. So it turns out that 
although France has rejected EDC and given us the general run-around in using the billions she already 
has received from our taxpayers to build up military resistance to the Kremlin, Paris.can still draw on 
us for funds — not used before July 1, 1953 — to the extent of $1,900,000,000. Likewise, Italy which 
is also certain to reject EDC can call on our taxpayers for some $900,000,000 if she does reject it. 
All this would come out of the more than $10 billions of unexpended funds. 





Who Do You Know: 0r, should it be whom? Anyhow, you know at least 
one person who ought to be reading HUMAN EVENTS. Send us his name 
and address, so that we may contact him. A hundred names would be 
better. (We promise not to mention your name in writing prospects.) 











The Only Way: Military observers point out that there is no hope for the free world in the Far East 
unless we stop our blundering and adopt a policy that has some chance for success. Our record so far is 
one fiasco after another. Now that the French have suddenly quit in Indo-China after we had carried 
65% of the cost of that war and had dropped over a billion dollars, the best that our State Department 
can think up is SEATO (South East Asia Treaty Organization) — an association of nations having 
interests but no military power in the far East. 


Excluded from SEATO are the only two Asian nations with real military power— Korea 
and Nationalist China. They have been excluded for the reason that SEATO, unlike NATO, is not to 
make even a show of force against the Kremlin or Red China because the British are all against offending 
the Chinese Reds in‘any way. SEATO, says columnist Constantine Brown, is to be “a love and brother- 
hood” setup. There is, of course, the usual catch in all our foreign entanglements to date. We are expected 
to make a contribution for a “calories policy” which means that we are to pour out more of our taxpayer’ 
dollars to raise standards of living in a part of the earth where the slightest improvement in such standards 
promptly results in more population and their decline. 3 


This is stupid, say astute observers here. They point out that we could have easily brought Red 
China to terms in the Korean war by the simple expedient of blockading the Chinese coast (General 
MacArthur was fired for urging this). Some eighty per cent of the war supplies received by the Korean 
Reds came by sea. The single track Russian Trans-Siberian railroad could not possibly have saved them, - 
and Russia would not have risked global war. Moscow let the Communists in Greece go down to defeat, 
did not dare to block the airlift to Berlin and allowed us to build airfields pointed at the heart of Russian 
industry. We ought to know — say these observers — that Red China will settle for nothing but all Asia and 
that she can only accomplish this goal by force as she has done in Indo-China. Therefore, they ask: 
“Why don’t we serve notice on Red China that if she extends her military operations in Southeast Asia 
any more we will promptly blockade the Chinese coast plus something else? Instead of throwing away 
hundreds of millions on SEATO as planned, why don’t we spend them on Chiang’s forces in Formosa?” 


General Claire Chennault, one of our ablest generals, pleaded with Washington to turn Chiang loose 
on Red China during the Korean war. Chiang has two million men of whom 600,000 are in uniform. 
They have the support of a million more in Hong Kong and some 12 to 15 millions overseas Chinese living 
in all countries of the world. The cost of outfitting a division of Chinese is only a fractional part of the cost 
of an American division. 


The Chinese Reds, like their masters in Moscow, know only one restraining force — force itself. By 


spending on Chiang rather than on SEATO — by threatening to both blockade the Chinese coast and turn 





Chiang loose — we would have an effective trump card in our hand. And if the Red Chinese took us 
up, we would have a very bright chance of ultimately kicking them out of China with small cost to ourselves, 


British Subterfuge: When the McCarthy committee exposed British trading with the enemy during the 
Korean War, the British at first denied the charge. When conclusive evidence was presented that they had 
been trading vigorously with the enemy, London’s defense shifted. The claim was then made that the 
trade had been entirely in non-strategic items and, hence, innocuous. Secretary of Defense Wilson 
stated publicly that any trade with the enemy helped the enemy and was, therefore, not harmless. Penta. 
gon sources also said that strategic items had been included in British trade with the Reds. 


Consider the case of cotton as a perfect example of British adroitness. British vessels did carry 
cotton to Red China during the Korean War, but the British claimed that cotton was of no consequence 
to a war effort. Yet before America entered World War I, the British government placed American cotton 
destined for Germany or the low countries on its “prohibited”? list, as helping the German war effort. At 
that time American cotton and American profits were at stake. During the Korean War it was a case of 
British cotton and British profits. 


After the Korean armistice, British trade with Red China leaped — but British spokesmen kept up a 
continual chant that the British government was exercising the greatest vigilance to see that no strategic 
items were included. But now the Red Chinese government through E. C. Chen, Deputy Director of the 
Communist East China Foreign Trade Bureau spills the beans. He stated publicly (as reported by The 
New York Times, August 29) that: 


1. During the first half of 1954 a total of 246 foreign vessels arrived in Shanghai. Of these, 182 
(74%) were British. 


2. From Western Europe, Communist China had imported such articles as metals, machinery, com- 
munication and transportation equipment, dyestuffs and chemicals. Metals imported included silicon steel 
plates, black iron sheets, tin plates, steel plates, steel pipes and hand tools. It is assumed that “Western 
Europe” includes Britain, as Chen described it. 


If these are not strategic items then the word is meaningless and defies definition. 


Education Front: A curious note occurs in the Bulletin of Vassar College entitled “The Governance 
of Vassar College” and dated “June Quarter, 1951.” There, on page 25, we read: “Utterances and dis- 
cussions in the classroom shall be regarded as privileged and may not be published without the authority 
of the teacher concerned.” 


Thus the apostles of “academic freedom” insist on hiding their light under a bushel. 


@ One of the most recent purges of conservatives in colleges occurred in March of 1954. 
As reported by the Boston Post (March 14), some 30 Harvard students tried to form a Harvard Conserva- 
tive League, saying, “We are sparked by conscientious alumni who are justly ashamed of their college and 
we intend to give the full meaning to the word which appears on the shield of Harvard—Veritas.” 


Immediately the forces of “liberalism” began the purge. The Crimson “bitterly rebuked” the here- 
tics. The Harvard Liberal Union attacked them. Dean Robert D. Watson said that he seriously “doubted 
if any group devoted to spying would get a charter.” The Harvard Alumni Bulletin engaged in name 
calling, sneering at the groups as “the Boy Scouts.” Quinlan J. Shea, of Barrington, Rhode Island, one 
of the organizers, was “threatened with bodily harm” if he continued. 
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MROSPECTS FOR A NEW PARTY 
By PauL JONES 


“Ro THE FIRST TIME since the birth of the Republican party, a century ago,” said 

the Devil’s Advocate, “I see all the potential elements of a new political alignment.” 

“Why are you interested?” I asked. “Have you been assigned so soon to sort out 
saints and sinners in the political field?” 

“By no means. But I like to look ahead. ‘The job may come up this year.” 

“What do you mean by the essential requirements of a situation which can produce 
anew party?” 

“In this country,” he said, “new major parties are not formed by the revolt of in- 
dividual leaders, no matter how talented or popular. Even such caudillos as Theodore 
Roosevelt or Bob LaFollette had to return to camp eventually, after what amounted to 
little more than a reconnaissance in force. If we take the Republican party’s own forma- 
tion as an example, I conclude that there must be an important issue, dividing both old 
parties, as the extension of slavery divided the Whigs and the Democrats in 1854. 
That was a national problem. Today the emphasis is on international affairs, and the 
extension of a new kind of slavery, Communist imperialism.” 

“But surely both the Republicans and Democrats today have made it clear that 
they are unalterably opposed to the advance of world Communism,” I remarked. 

“Yes, many leaders in both parties have said so,” replied the D.A. “Meanwhile, the 
concessions-and appeasements continue, and the limits of the Kremlin’s zone of influence 
keep on expanding. That leads me to my second requirement for a new party, a keen 
sense of betrayal among important groups in both the old political organizations. A lot 
of people must be dissatisfied, feeling that what they see is not what they voted for. 

‘Again we can make a comparison with the political scene a century ago. In 1854, 
Senator Douglas of Illinois offered his Kansas-Nebraska bill to a Congress elected in 
November, 1852, after a campaign in which both parties solemnly endorsed the com- 
promises of 1850. Slavery was supposed to be contained within an area where it would 
slowly expire from its own inefficiency. That was presumed to be a permanent settlement. 
That was what people cheered and voted for. The Abolitionists were only a small minority. 


‘Douglas’ bill, by a orate bargain reopened the whole question, repealed the 
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Missouri Compromise, and permitted the organization of new slave states in the western 
territories. It was a flagrant doublecross. Yet it passed the Senate and the House on 


a bipartisan basis. That broke the wagon down. 


“There, of course, is my third requirement. You need a fool ‘or-a-blind man to light 
a match in the powder magazine of an explosive issue. On second thought, I will with- 
draw the word ‘fool.’ Douglas and the Whigs and Democrats who supported his bill 
were highly intelligent. There was nothing wrong with their brains. They were simply 


out of touch with popular sentiment.” 


“And what parallel do you see today for the Kansas-Nebraska Act?” I asked. 


“I should say the recognition of Red China, or her admittance to the United Nations, 


without an immediate withdrawal on our part from that sorry appeasement machine.” 


“Come, come,” I replied. ‘““We cannot resign from a club, just because our black- 
ball is not enough to exclude from membership a candidate whom we do not like.” 

“The fact that you can make such a milk custard comparison shows you have been 
infected with Stevensonian A.D.A. ideas, if you’re a Democrat, or with Morse-Republican 
Advance notions, if you’re a Republican. You would certainly resign from any club that 
persisted in electing muggers and assassins.” 

“But the Pekin regime,” I objected, ‘is in full control of the Chinese mainland. 
You can’t deny that.” 

“Surely that’s beside the point,” said the D.A. ‘‘Mao’s government is under indict- 
ment for aggression by the UN itself. Perhaps you dismiss that as a technical point. 
You may be right, for the egg heads by kicking the charge from one committee to an- 
other, can lose it somewhere along the East River. But what you forget, and they forget, 
is that to millions of Americans, Red China is the power that slaughtered 7,000 Ameri- 
can prisoners in cold-blood and still holds other Americans in captivity, with no sign of 
ever releasing them. And our war with Red China, which was a UN war, is only in 
abeyance. We have nothing but an armistice in Korea, and there is abundant evidence 


that Red China has paid no attention whatever to the terms of that armistice. 


“All this may be rationalized somehow over the champagne at Geneva, just as the 
Nebraska bill no doubt sounded wonderful after three glasses of bourbon toddy in the 
Willard Hotel parlors. The ordinary voter sees more clearly the connection between 


Communist aggression and the two year peacetime draft, not to mention swollen budgets 
and savage taxation.” 


“But the very fact,” I said, “that we ate in a perilous phase of the cold war calls 
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for national unity more than ever and for our continued presence in the United Nations. 


So they tell me, at least.” 


“TI have heard that too,” said the Devil’s Advocate. “But mere words cannot create 
unity. Back in 1850, John C. Calhoun, just before his death, addressed the Senate. ‘I 
propose,’ he said, ‘to show by what the Union cannot be saved’. 

“It cannot, then, be saved by eulogies on the Union, however splendid or numer- 
ous. The cry of “Union, Union, the glorious Union!” can no more prevent disunion than 
the cry of “Health, health, glorious health!”’ can save a patient lying dangerously ill. 
So long as the Union, instead of being regarded as a protector, is regarded in the oppo- 
site character by not much less than a majority of the States, it will be in vain to attempt 
to conciliate them by pronouncing eulogies on it’. 

“For ‘union’ in Calhoun’s speech,” the D.A. went on, “you may substitute either the 
United Nations or our expensive system of alliances. In either case, the point remains 
valid. Appeals to unity are a waste of breath, as long as the conditions of unity are dis- 
regarded. 

“Recently both the Republican and Democratic majority and minority leaders in the 
Senate served plain notice that any further appeasement would split both parties, and that 
they were prepared to go with the dissenters.”’ | 

“That should be enough to stiffen Washington backbones,” I said. 

“Tam not so sure. In the curious atmosphere of Eastern internationalist circles, the 
opinions of gentlemen from Texas or California, whenever they sound an American note, 
seem to be regarded as faintly ridiculous.” 

“The attitude of dominant groups in both parties makes some calamitous blunder 
entirely possible. No one has yet explained how Douglas and his friends could have 
committed the disastrous error of forcing the passage of the Kansas-Nebraska Act in 1854. 
He introduced his bill on January 3. By the end of February, it was clear that it would 
pass the Senate. That was when the citizens of Ripon, Wisconsin, held the town meet- 
ing which is generally identified as the first sign of the Republican party. They dissolved 
their Whig and Democratic committees to concentrate on a plain policy — ‘No more slave 
States’. 

“There were other mass meetings in other places all that spring, which expressed 
the same deep feeling. Yet the measure was bulled through the House in late May, 
by a vote of 113 to 100, with 21 absent or not voting. Enough Whigs went along with 

the Democrats to make passage certain. The miorning after the vote, 30.members of the 
House, about 20 Whigs and 10 Democrats, caucused with a view to forming a new party. 


“By July 6, the dissenters had a name, Republican, and were holding their first state 
convention, at Jackson, Michigan. The November elections produced a Congress that was 
not yet Republican in name, but was anti-Nebraska, anti-Administration and anti-extension 
of slavery by an overwhelming margin. I mention these dates, because it is important to 


remember how quickly the voters in this country can react to a plain, straightforward 


issue.” 


“But,” I said, “they tell me things are different now. We have made great advances 
in the organization of public opinion. The press, radio and television reach many more 
people than the newspapers and pamphlets of 1854. It will be possible to prepare 
the popular mind.” 

“Really,” said the D.A., “you seem to have caught a bad case of gullibility. You 
should take something for it. Surely you realize that there are limits to what Americans 
will swallow in the propaganda line, as long as they have access to facts which challenge 
it. A Goebbels or an Ehrenburg can manipulate public opinion freely, because they are 


able to shut off adverse criticism. We have not reached that point in this country. 


“A propaganda machine which persistently tries to put over a line which is patently 
false does not demonstrate its power. It weakens, and ultimately, destroys it. No large 
number of study groups or itinerant V.I.P.’s can conceal the failure of the UN, as revealed 
in the news. If that august body, the UN Assembly, insists on electing Red China, it 
will complete its ruin with the American public. And so will any political groups in this 
country who attempt to defend the action. 


“I may add that our gallant Allies are also in for a rude shock, under any such cir- 
cumstances. The ordinary man expects alliances to work both ways. No doubt it is very 
naive and even stupid of him, but he can’t understand a partnership where the other part- 
ners confine their work to spending their drawing accounts. And, if they do go on the 
road with a sample case, he expects them to sell American-Allied policy and not the 
International-Let’s Not Be Beastly To The Red Line.” 


“And do you seriously expect the formation of a new major political party?” 


“I can’t tell as yet,” said the Devil’s Advocate. “I observe only that all the elements 
are there, if the Boston-New York-Washington axis is foolish enough to throw them to- 


gether in the critical mass which will produce a political A-bomb explosion.” 





Mr. Paul Jones has been doing editorials for the Philadelphia Evening Bulletin for the last dozen years. He has 
also contributed articles to Colliers and the Saturday Evening Post. HUMAN EVENTS has published two of 
Mr. Jones’ pieces: “Dialogue With a D.A.,” July'15, 1953, and “The Martyrs of Academe,” January 20, 1954. 
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